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Dear Paul: 

I do not have much time in which to write, so I shall 
limit my remarks only to what you say on pp. 14-20 of your 
"Draft Supplement to the Report on the Fatal Shot" (23 Oct. 
1970 ), in which you discuss the dust-like fragments located 
in the right— front portion of the brain. If I have time, 

I'll also comment on your 29 Oct. letter to me. 

It bewilders me why you thought it necessary to supple- 
ment my "naive physical argument" with what appears to me 
(and, I imagine, also to others) to be a heap of scientific 
gibberish. Who in Hell do you think I am? Einstein? Alv^ez? 
On the matter of comprehensibility, I think my n^ve version 
has your sophisticated razzle-dazzle beat by a mile. 

In examining my assertions you seem to have expended 
all of your energies (or should I say vectors? Oh, well.) 
seeking rebutal (What did you find? "I found that the avail- 
able medical evidence does not effectively rebut Bernabei ' s 
case." — p. 14 ), and expended none in seeking confirmation. 

Did I not invite you to consult authorities? Did you not 
have the wit during these many days even to ask myone who 
knows anything about bullets whether what I say is true? 

If I may venture info incomprehensible linguistics, as you 
dash into incomprehensible physics, know this: chi non cerca , 
non trova , and conversely, chi cerca, trova . If you don't 
know any exprts in ballistics, then try any ding-a-ling tending 
shop in any gun store. What I described is not unusual, and 
it is not beyond his comprehension. It ought not to be beyond 
yours, with all your physics. 

You create an unwarranted diversion by emphasizing the 
direction of the "cluster" of dust— like fragments, for it 
raises questions that I did not even pretend to answer. With 
or without reference to direction, all by itself and irrespec- 
tive of what we know about JFK's movements or anything else, 

■ it is the mere presence of the dust— like fragments only in 
the right -front part of the brain that conclusively answers 
the question from what direction they originated. It answers 
that question unequivocally and to the exclusion of all other 
answers. The matter is so clear, so simple, that I c^not 
understand why you fail to gzaisxkaxgxac^xta: to grasp it - (do 
you fail?) . j.. 

During their short trajectory as "dust", between the time 
' when they are rendered into "dust" and the time when they 
finally coma to rest, dust-like fragments of lead move as 
a cloud, as smoke, as a liquid spray, and they adhere to 
everyiihing that they touch. This applies not merely to the 
dust-like fragments in JFK's brain, but to all dust-like _ 
fragments that result from bursted bullets. If they begin 
their trajectory at point A (diagram below, for nincompoops) 
and end it at point B, the whole area between A and B is 
littered with "dust"; 

(j 



(Christ 1 I would feel silly if I had to explain things in this 
way to a child!) Supposing that the "dust" traveled from A to 
\ B, you cannot have "dust" near point B without also having it 
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at point A. When I say "cannot" I mean "cannot", in the 
sense that apples cannot sua sponte (There I go again.) 
rise up and hang themselves on trees; vvhatever arguments 
the "new physics" may bring forth to suggest that something 
else is possible, they always fall down. The matter is that 
simple; I do not feel the need of explaining it to you "naively" 
in physical terms when you yourself can fully understand it 
better than I can in those terms. 

A postscript on the matter of the alleged connection 
between the dust-like fragments at the front of the brain 
£ind the hole in the back of the head (This will indicate to 
you the measure of confidence with which I say I am right); 

I am more willing to believe that the hole in the back of 
the head is an exit hole (including the inferences that the 
report on coagulation necrosis was faked, and that the crater 
on the inside of the skull was chiselled there by hand) , than 
to believe that a bullet which entered tkakxfeaKk at the back 



of the .head deposited dust-like fragments of itself nowhere.' 
but in the front of the head. The latter assumption I know 
is impossible; the former is not. 

You summaris^y case like this (p. 15): "What Bernabei's 
sngument can prove is only (my emphasis — RB) that the small 
fragments must have been created near where they came to rest," 
Only? What is the intent of this unwarranted rhetorical 
flourish? Do you seek to diminish by rhetoric what you cannot 
diminish by reference either to evidence or to applicable 
sicientific principles (though by now I am very wary of your 
science)? Come on, will you, and get off of it. The knowledge 
that dust-like fragments always com^to rest near the point 
where they are created provides the basis for the positive 
a.ssertion that JBK was hit in the head from the front, for 
ihcnyxiiD; dust-like fragments do occur in the front of his 
head, and do not occur at the back. 

Your suggestioryChat these dust-like fragments may have 
devolved from a larger fragment which passed forward from the 
back and reached the front intact is (to be kind) absurd. Why 
do you make up such inane tales, as though your own physics 
did not prove you wrong? Isn't your science sufficient to 
tell you that this cannot happen? That apples'.:; cannot sua 
sponte (whoopsi) hang themselves on trees? Doesn't it tell 
you that either the fragment bursts before it reaches the 
front, or it does not burst at all? I think your science does 
tell you that, but you are not listening — or is it that you 

do ?^?^^?ur physics can e:^lain this hypothetical 

set of phenomena (which, I suppose, is what you have in mind); 

A 6,5 aim full metal easel, bullet of 160-grains weight strikes 



the back of a head at about 1800 feet per second (a velocity 



which, by the way, is not sufficient to cause soft lead to 
burst into dust when it strikes living bone, not to mention 
hardened lead covered by a copper case); a large fragment of 
that bullet passes forward through brain matter at considerably 
less than 1800 fps, and suddenly bursts (Think now. On what 
does it burst? What causes it to burst? Do brains have 
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floating TDOnes in them, or some other solid substance? Surely 
it did not burst on the inside of the skull at the front, for 
the "dust" would then hav^een carried out with the bone that 
it helped to shatter, and with the debris that scattered 
helter-skelter, and with the portions of brain that leaked 
out of the skull after the shooting? I note with satisfaction 
that you have the good sense not to suggest that this hypo- 
thetical fragment burst on contact vmth the inside of the 
skuJ.1 at the front. Good for you! XX But "such behavior 
would probably require that the fragment was a piece of 
lead and copper which turned around, exposing the softer 
lead to the frictional forces, as it moved (p. 16)." Bad 
for youl Was lead on all of the larger fragments of your 
burst bullet similarly protected by bits of copper? Did 
none of the others turn in flight and expose the softer lead? 

Were any moving faster than 1800 fps., which, as I said, is 
not in itself sufficient to put lead to dust? Are the frictional 
forces less for the non-bursting fragments than for the one 
that burst to dust? Your physics has . a long, hard pull in 
store if it wants to get around these and niimerous other 
objections to the notion that a larger fragment burst at 
a distance from its origin. What you suggest is impossible, 
and none of your theoretical physics will in the least vitiate 
my "naive physical argument". 

Before I go on, let me emphasize that it is you, not I, 
who allege that the msdxKaixscKEXXHKHHSxskEHt statements on 
medical matters are inconsistent. They seem inconsistent any 
only to those who seek to find in them evidence that JFK was 
stmck in the head only from behind. They are entirely consis- 
tent with the assertion that JFK was struck from the front. 

S In this matter of the dust-like fragments, did I complin 
that the medical evidence was anything but incomplete? Did 
I not assert that even on the basis of that incomplete evidence 
it was possible to draw true inferences leading to the con- 
clusion that JFK was struck from the front? Did I not vaunt 
the fact that as our knowledge was increased we were able to 
confirm our inferences;? That every new bit of information that 
we received produced stronger and stronger corroboration for 
for our true inferences? Don't do me the foul disservice of 
casting this matter of the dust-like fragments into confusion 
by falsely asserting that the medical evidence is inconsistent. 
Some of it is vague, but none of it is inconsistent with the 
wound in the right-front part of the head having been caused 
by a bullet delivered from the front. And the parts that are 
vague (and to you contradictory) do not fesax in the least 
affect the revelation inherent in what we know of the dust-like 
fragments.,. We may not know everything, but there is no longer 
any need to- know everything, for we know enough to cause us 
to deduce that those fragments w’ere caused by a bullet that 
came from the front. What we now know is nrima facie (u^i’ 

There I go.) evidence that JFK was hit from the right-front. 

It excludes all other possibilities from consideration. 

Now here's a dandy (p.l6): "Bernabei points out that the 
Panel Review reported no such small fragments anywhere else 
in the head (than the right-front). I do not take as conclusive 
proof that there were no such other fragments, but further 
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examination of the X— rays is certainly req.uired. ” When I 
read statements like that (dare I call it an _ argument?) , 

I begin to think that you knov/ that I have gx burdened you 
not merely with the straw that broke the camel ' s back of 
your one-assassin fantacy, but with the ton of briuks that 
crushed it (may I use the term?) to dust. What warrant have _ 
you for disregarding the explicit statement that the dust— like 
fragments occur only at the front-right? The Panel docs report 
an observation, not an opinion. There were four docs who _ 
observed the dust-like fragments. Whatever they may lack in 
their ability to draw conclusions from what they observed, 
they are all competent observers. Moreover, what they observed 
is absolutely what I expected they would observe — and they 
did it without my prompting, imagine that. What they observed 
was the natural and normal result of JFK having been struck 
in the head at the right-front; what they observed was not 
only natural and normal, it was predictable and (as I indicated 
in my letter) predicted. V/hat you seek to do is to apply to^ 
these natural and normal phenomena phgsxK^xp a kind of physics 
which does not now exist, did not ever exist, and never will 
exist. How can you pass off as "plausible", or even "implausiblgr , 
what is in fact impossible? 

Try this one now (p.l6): ('Referring to the bullet fragment 
■th-at miraculously lursi into dusi in midbrain) "This is con— 
ceivable , but hardly probable. The hypothesis that bullets 
can behave in that fa way should be tested experiment^ly 
before any conclusions are drawn." V/hat you suggest is neither 
conceivable nor hardly probably — it is impossible. Tested 
experimentally? If I told you that apples fall down from_ trees, 
would you suggest that those who cleave to that "hypothesis" 
shand should test it experimentally by snipping the stem of an 
apple on a tree? This may seem a facetious analogy to you, 
but it is not to me, for as wej^l as I know that apples fall 
down from trees, so well do I knov/ that dust— like fragments^ 
come to rest near where they are created. Would yoube satis- 
fied if I told you that ± have witnessed apples falling down from 
trees? That I have actually caused them to fall down from trees. 

I regret that on the many occasions when I witnessed and caused 
this I was not involved in an experimental situation, and did 
TlDt record my observations imprt ally on film. In the absence 
of means whereby I mightyTprove'the phenomenon to. you scientific 
skeptics, go cut your own apples. What was the photograph that 
I sent you, if not an illustration of the principle that "dust" 
stops near its point of origin? I do not have other photographs 
handy,, but will get them, though they are superfluous. How 
many such tests do you need? Three, ten, a hundred? There are 
limits at which even I get tired of cutting down apples from 
trees, so don't tax me too much. Just tell me how many such 

pictures you need. . j 

I'll go you one better. You provide me with evidence or 
any kind (never mind your physics, just give me the stuff that 
you call "hard" evidence) that a group of dust-like fragments 
can pass any point in any reasonably solid substance and fail 
to leave the same sort of dust at the beginning of their trajectory 
as they leave atithe end of it. What is a "reasonably solid 
'substance"? A human brain? I wouldn't inflict that requirement 
on you. Cheesecake would be all right, TaKe you pick of substances 
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Taetween those limits— brains and cheesecaJce. How many illustrative 
photos do you have to send me? One. Even if your phenomenon 
happens once out of a thousand tries, one. One photo or one 
atSxaaayjfkxngxikatxxmpi of anything "hard" that does no more 
than imply that Vi/hat you suggest is possible. Do that, and you 
will have opened for consideration what is now, by virtue of 
naive empirical observation and sopisticated physical theorizing, 
inconceivable, except of course to those who don't yet know 
that apples fall down from trees. 

I regret that I cannot prove it impossible except by 
reference to experience, which, regretably, you physicists 
(or is it you physicisty) appear to think bears little relation 
to life — or to truth. Nevertheless, at least for the benefit 
of others who read this letter, if not for yours, I repeat 
verbatim what I said in my letter (p.7) about not one of these 
dust-like fragments 'occurring in the place »here we would expect 
all of them to be: "In my own experience, in the experience 
of other gun buffs with whom I have spoken, and after a course 
of considerable reading about firearms and ballisics (i.e., 
the experience of recognized experts — RB) , I know of no instance 
when such a phenomenon has happened in the past, nor do I antici- 
pate/0 that it will ever happen in the future." So much for 
experience, my own,- that of my shooting friends, and that of 
recognized experts. Do I consult experts? Man, I ^ an expert, 
both by virtue of experience and by virtue of "book-lamin' ", 

You may come to know better experts than me, some that are 
officially recognized as experts, but right now I'm^the best 
you've got — and you've got not a bad one at that. Check aroimd, 
and see if I've ever given anybody a bum stear in matters related 
to firearms and ballistics. In these matters I don't guess without 
saying that I'm guessing. And I don't say I'm right without 
knowing that I'm right. 

In the matter of the dust-like fragments, I know that I'm 
right. What's more, I think you know that I'm right, notwith- 
standing your "most probably" this and your "hardly probably" that. 
You know because you cannot yourself prove me wrong, and you 
cannot yet imagine who can. Try Alvarez; he's good at making 
a weak case appear skangx:^ strong. (Is that where you learned 
the tricks of your trade, how to razzle-dazzle truth into 
falsehood by a kind of science that it appears only you and 
Alvarez understand? You havn't dazzled me, and as far as I 
can tell you havn't razzled anybody else.) 

To' say that the burden of my "intriguing argument" is that 
"the pattern of metal fragments in the President is not consistent 
with a single shot from the rear" (p. 14) is to express in isHkmc 
mellow equivocal terms what I described as hard and unequivocal 
evidence,' If I did not make it clear before, let me make it clear 
now; The size and distribution of the dust-like particles is 
inimical to the notion kksk of a single shot from the rear. 

They prove positively that a shot originated from the front, 
and they vitiate all other indications that suggest otherwise 
(there are none, by the way, but I mention this lest you invent 
one , ) 




One more thing — not the last that requires attention, 
hut the last that I may mention here, for it is late and I 
am getting tired — the matter of "special" bullets (p.20). 

If you want to buy a, "special" bullet of the type that 
undoubtedly struck JFK in the right-front part of his head, 
lay down a sawbuck before the ding-a-ling gun shop attendant 
whom you are now consifLting about the dust -like fragments, 
and ask him for a box of ,222's, or .222 Kagnums, or .223' s, 
or .22 Swifts, or .22/250's, or .243's with light-w'eight bullets, 
or .270's with light-weight bullets, or (wowl) .264*3 v/ith light- 
wieght bullets, or any of several types of ammunition that 
together fall into the class of so-called "varminters" . He will 
deliver them immediately. There is nothing "special" about 
them. 'They are used regularly by varmint hunters and="=b€nphr- 
r-e st^-t arge4;-"shbhf ^ and one of them is used daily by U.S. 
troops in Vietnam ' (though the military loading of that cartridge 
is loaded with a filLl metal casedL bullet , as though it made 
much of a difference in the way it fragments) . They are readily 
available, most of them immediately on demand, a few perhaps on 
request. They fire light-weight, frangible bullets at very 
high velocities, bullets which, in spite of their light weight, 
pack enormous energy, and always fragment to "dust" when they 
strike hard targets at close range. (By the way, they always 
drive a moveable target in the direction of the bullets's 
trajectory, and the response of the target is always immediate 
and rapid. Moreover, depending on the nature of the target, 
they can, and often do, cause debris from the target to fly far 
in directions .opposite to the trajectories of the bullets that 
strike themi?;) Examples and some relevant data: 



Cartridge 



Bullet Weight (gr.) Velocity Cfpf-) Energy (ft. lbs) 

muzzle — 100 yds muzzle — 100 yds 



.220 Swift 48 

.222 Remington 50 

.222 Rem. Magnum, 55 

.223 Rem. 55- 

(5.6 mm, — military version of 



4110 3490 

3200 2660 

3300 2800 

32 6 5 - 2905 ^°^ 

.223s with EMC bullet) 



1800 1300 

1140 785 

1330 955 

-3,30©h35o - 1635 -'*^^ 



Bo you require heavier biillets? Try these: 



.243 Winchester 80 '3500 
.270 Win. 100 3'480 
.264 Win. Mag. (Wowi) 100 3700 



3080 

3070 

3260 



2280 1690 

2690 2090 

3040 2360 



All of'these (except the 5.6 mm) are equipped with soft-nose or 
hollow point bullets. On impact with hard objects at close range 
all burst (you guessed it) to "dust". On soft abjects all burst 
(though perhaps not into "dust") into mnnerous small fragments. 

Wait a minute. It just occurred to me that I listed these 
cartridges in my 23 Oct. letter to Harold (copy to you), which you 
received before you sent out ±tes your Supplement. VRiy, then, 
do you pretend that I vi/as referring to "special" ammunition, for 
you knov/ that the ammunition that I describe is neither special 
nor unavailable? It's "little things" like this that make me 
v/onder whether there is any use telling you anything true, for 
you seem regularly to cut it out like static that in-terrupts 
the steady hum of falsehood that soothes you so. 
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As I skim over your account, I notice that the only 
ohjection that you set forth is the alleged possibility that 
that a large fragment passed forv/ard intact from the hank 
of the head, h\irst in raid-hrain v/ithout striking _ anything 
hard, and deposited many dust-like particles of itself in 
the right-front portion of the head. Since it is the only 
objection that you set forth, let me emphasise it by treating 
it again. 

It is impossible for a fragment of a 6.5 lu-C bullet, 

160 grains, full metal case, impacting on a human skull at 
1800 fps., to have burst in that way. Its -velocity is too 
slow to begin v/ith, and it becomes even slov/er as it pene- 
trates more and more deeply into the brain. It is not com- 
posed of pure soft lead, but of a hardened lead alloy. It 
is subject to the same frictional forces as its alleged sister 
fra,Ermeiits which allegedly did not go to dust, bid I say that 
the phenomenon that you dream of cannot happen to a fragment 
..Qf a 6.5 II-G bullet? Carelessly, I v/as too specific. It 
could not happen to any fragment of any bullet of any type 
of any velocity. Either the fragment bursts immediately in 
its trajectory through soft material, or it does not b-urst. 

Imagine hov; much subtance there is in the shadow of a 
dream; there is that much substance in your objection. Your 
onl;y objection. 

Once you perceive the revelation inherent in the mere 
presence of dust -like fragments only in the right -front part 
of the head H.e., that it -unequivocally , positively, and 
beyond the least doubt, proves that JFK was struck in the 
right-front part of the head), what possible bearing can 
the direction of the fragments have on the question; where 
was JFK hit 7 ' The wisest course is to consider the direction 
in light of the tfertain knowledge that JFK was hit at the 
right-front. It's a course that I decline to take now, for 
it will bear us far away from the essential question we are 
discussing: where was JFK struck. It v/ill bea.r us,xji±h: with- 

out warrant, into areas of speculation, away from the area 
where no f-urther speculation is -warran-bed. In that sense, 
your characterization of the direction of the fragments as 
"important" is a diversion, a side track. 

I see now that I am beginning to repeat myself, so let me 
stop this. I go now to your 29 October letter to me. 










